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Accessible
@ Southwestern Bell ~@

"SOUTHWESTERN BELL - EDI/LSR Ordering Exception Ordering Release
Announcement for September 23, 2000"

Date: May 11, 2000

Number: CLECSSOO-073

Contact: Southwestern Bell Account Manager

This Accessible Letter serves as the Release Announcement for EDIILSR Ordering. The
Release is currently targeted for September 23, 2000. Southwestern Bell seeks an
exception to the Change Management Process to implement this release on an expedited
basis. Due to the work on the mandated release for Line Sharing many of the
enhancements originally planned for the July release have been delayed. Southwestern
Bell is proposing to deliver these enhancements in this September release.

Southwestern Bell is planning enhancements in the following areas:
• Flow-Through
• Additional edit changes

Details will be provided in the Initial Requirements in a future Accessible Letter.

Following the Change Management Process, CLEC responses to this Release
Announcement are due to your Account Manager by May 25,2000. Please direct any
questions to your Account Manager.
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From: BANNECKER, BOB G (SWBn [mailto:rb5422@txmail.sbc.com)
<mailto: [mamo: rb5422@txmail.sbc.com»
Sent: Tuesday, May 09,20001 :11 PM
To: Willard, Walter W (Walt), NCAM
Cc: Chambers, Julie S, CMRGN; Deyoung, Sarah, NCAM; Hall, Lori L, CMRGN;
O'SULLIVAN, PAUL (PTSS)
Subject: RE: CLECSSOO-051 - Address Validation

Walt:
I thought I responded to your e-mail but in checking I can't find that I did
so I apologize for that. Although these types of issues need to be worked
back through Change Management I have responded below to your questions.
Thanks,
Robert Bannecker
Account Manager - Industry Markets
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company
311 So. Akard, Rm. 630.08
Dallas, TX 75202
214-464-1053 - Office
214-858-0281 • Fax
888-961-8352 - Pager
rb5422@txmail.sbc.com <mailto:rb5422@txmail.sbc.com> - E-Mail

-----Original Message----- _
From: Willard, Walter W (Walt), NCAM [mailto:wwillard@ems.att.com)
<mailto: [mailto:WNillard@ems.att.com]>
Sent: Wednesday, April 12, 20004:26 PM
To: BANNECKER. BOB G (SWBD
Cc: Chambers, Julie S, NLSSS; Deyoung, Sarah, NCAM; Hall, Lori L, NLSSS;

O'SULLIVAN, PAUL (PTSS)
Subject: RE: CLECSSOO-051 - Address Validation

Bob,
AT&T supports the concept of removing the service address requirement for
UNE conversion activity, but has some reservations based on the requirements
as published in SWBT's Accessible Letters CLECSSOO-008,CLECSSOO-040,
CLECSSOO-051 and CLECSSOO-058. First, AT&T is concerned that SWBT's
published requirements do not provide an option whereby a service address,
if submitted, would be checked against the submitted telephone number in
order to detect a potential customer mismatch. The method used by Pacific

1



Bell, whereby the service address that a CLEC submits is not u$)d to process
the service request, but is partially validated against the TN, provides a
protection against unintentional slamming that is not provided in SWBT's
proposed requirements. Is SWBT willing to consider adding the Pacific Bell
partial validation process?
RESPONSE: Requests from CLECs have been not to require the address on
conversion orders.
SWBT has responded to those requests with the 5-27-00 release which no
longer requires the address to be populated on conversion orders. There
will be no validation on these types of orders.
SWBT will only validate the end user address on orders with a LNA of N. In
order to validate, via the Pacific Bell validation process, population of
the end user address would be required and that is not something the CLECs
have said they want to do.
Second, we need to understand what process SWBT will follow when its
downstream systems discover that the address retrieved internally from the
CSR and the address as it exists in PREMIS do not match. How often does
SWBT expect this will occur? What will be the impact on provisioning and
billing? Will the CLEC be aware of the problem?
RESPONSE: There is no historical data on this but we anticipate these
situations to be rare. If it does occur SWBT will reconcile the correct
address with any database which may contain incorrect data. If this
situation should occur the impact (if any) on provisioning and billing will
be minor.
Third, we need to ensure that there is an adequate opportunity for testing
of this release to determine whether it is functioning properly. In
connection with the joint testing of this release, can SWBT take the test
orders all the way through to posting?
RESPONSE: The test environment does not allow taking an order all the way
through to posting. This issue has been discussed in Change Management.
Short of that, as we have previously discussed, thorough testing cannot be
accomplished until SWBT implements this release in the production
environment. In addition, because of the lack of standard lead time between
the announcement of the release and its introduction, AT&T will have to
conduct simulation testing because it will not have yet done the internal
development work necessary to implement the release end-to-end.
In light of our concern that the elimination of the service address
requirement not be delayed any further, AT&T withdraws its objection to the
change, but requests that the issues raised in this e-mail be addressed
expeditiously.
Thanks,
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Jeopardy Description • December January I February I March i April
Assignment Problems 2 , ! 5 15 . 13
Account Already Converted* I I 8 102 116 54
Account Not Eligible for Conversion* , I 3 I 23 31 I 25
Busy Cable & Channel Pair !

i i 1 ! 2 i
Customer Not Ready 1

I
2 l= 2 : 3I i I

Customer could not be rached at reach number i I 1 2
,

i IDuplicate LSR* I 2 20 I 20I I i
Duplicate Circuit ID i I 1 17i I i I
EU Not Ready 7 I 24 I 47 j 30 ! 32

i
End User name and TN Do Not Match* i

i 1 i 19 I 9 I 2i i

Field Visit Determined Address Invalid ! 10 i 18 51 148 i 230
Frame Due Time Could Not Be Met i

I

3 II !

Invalid CFA I I
! 1 I 2i

Invalid Due Date* I 12 75 77 I 19i

I i I

-~

Invalid Feature ! 1 10 11 16
Invalid Feature Detail , 2 8 I 8 I 6I

Invalid TN* 22 140 64 60
No Access to EU Prem 7 12 23 11 12
No Loop Available 4 8
Need to obtain Right of Way ! I 1
Notification of New DD 19 31 i 24 22 i 46
NSP Missed Appt 1 14 36 93
Not Technically Feasible 4 2
Please Send SUPP to Cancel PON i 9 11 13 14 5
Provide Driving Instructions I I 1 1I

Requested DD is Less than Published Interval* I 12 37 9 5
Scheduling and Workload i 1 I

Special Construction I I 3 i

The Prem is not Ready I 3 2 I 1 3 I 2
There No Facilities 21 22 144 I 201
There is no Access 1 70 I 4 6
Verify address or Provide Nearby TN* 21 I 149 182 276
Entrance Facility Required I 1

i

TOTAL 82 I 206 848 961 1139
* # of Jep's which are actually post FOC errors I 0 I 81 i 565 I 488 461
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1 I l'ROCEEDINOS
2 TUESDAY, MAY 1. 2000

3! (9:40 a.m.)
4 ~ MS. NELSON: Let's go on the
, r$d iD Prnjecr NO. 20400. Section 271
6 C~BJM::e Monitoring ofSou~Bell
7 Te~epbonc CompiiLIly of Tex~Project No. 22J65.
{I wpJementalioa of.DocJcct NOli. 20226 and 20272.
9 ! My name is DODna NcJsoo. I'm~ of

30 thcIpresiding officers. With me an: Nara
11 srlbivaslll. and Jennifer F&ga1l_ Let' ~ 5mt ow
12 by ~ving everybody make an appearance. Let's
13 stah with the auornqs. and btl we will have
14 tbBiwitnesse& introduce tbem.w:l~
1~ ; MS. MALONE: Cynthia Malcme, Boh

I~ ~iIand we will twINe Tom Rom for
17 senitmwstem Bell.
18 ; MR.. COWLJ$HAW: PIIt Cowlishaw,
19 ~een LaValle lind Michelle Bouri4Dofffor
20 AT~T and TCO.
21 i Mit. WAKEAEI.O: Good mamiDl. Your
22 HOIIor. Jason WUeflCld oa behalf r;tf

n MC.-worldCom.
24 i MS. MUDGE.: Kathryn Mudje CD

~ bchdf of Rhyduns Links..

~'1!DY REPORTING SBR.VICE, INC_
(SI2~7""2233

i
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1 MS. fCI.AMERT; AbieDJl Klamm and
:2 Rina HmJine for Birch Telecom.
3 MS.NELSON: Okay. Now. let's
4 have the witnesses &itting at the table
, introduce thems¢lve$ stilrtinj widJ South\1lf.~rn

6 Bell.
7 MS. On...LAR.D; 'This is Maria
8 Dilhlrd, Southwesre:rn Bell.
9 Ma. CULLEN; Allfic= CulICO.

10 Scuthwcmm &1L
11 MIl. DYSART: Randy Oysan,
12 Southwestern BeU.
l3 MR. NOLAND; Brian Noland,
14 Southwcsac:m BeD.
1S MS. alAMBERS: Julie Chambers.
16 AT4:T.
17 MS. MccALL: Cindy McCaU,
11 MCIWorldCom..
19 MS. EMci; Mmha Emch.
20 MClWorldCom.
2 J M1l. 1CA11a.e: Tim KqcJe, Time
J2 W~ TelCCOOL
23 MIl. SAUDER.: T.I. Saudl:r, Birch

24 TeI.ocom.
2S MS. NELSON: Okay. Is thBJe

Page 4
1 lIDyane else in tbc audience whom~ 10 be. a
2 witness?
3 MS. HALL: Lori Hall. ATAT.
4 MS. YEE; Grace Yec. AT&T.

5 MR.. SIEGaL; Howard Si.~ lP
6 commllDicarioM.
7 MS. MUDGE: Your H01I01, on bcIWf
8 of Rhythms Lin1cs. Ann lopez who was tbt subject
)) ma.ner expert 'We had AI thIS previou$ worlabOps

10 i& uaavailabl8 due to II family emergency. She
J1 will nOT be available 1Dday or tOJl1Onow.
12 Therefore. I bave been I18ked by R.hythm.$
13 to provide additional information with respect
14 10 any proposal1balt we haw.
15 MS. NELSON~ Okay. Ulanks.
I~ MR. KITE: Jim Kite with SpriJlt.
17 MS. NELSON: Okay.
18 MR. KAG£LE: YCIUr HOI1or. before we
19 let started, Eric DnmutIood, ou15idc COUllscl for
20 Tim& Warner and other CL.ECS I believe: is with a
:21 clicDt now. I donlt believe he has iDtroduced
:2:2 himself at b DlOJDlmt. but he will be !Be.
23 MS. NELSON: Okay. 'l1umk you.
24 Today we will be worIcing from~ drNt that we
2' disctwed Friday it! our confcn:rx:e call, and

Page 1 • :Page 4
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i Page 6~ Psce 67
) ~irch Telecom. It is a different point but - 1 every month - wo don't eveu kDow wba this --
2: MS. JIlELSON~ Let's let Mr. Dysart 2 90 days in ad\r3nce.

J'~ ", :1 ~Dd thea. 3 So ale you. sayiDg that fOT those 90
$0;,. 4 I MR. DYSART~ Thi$ is Randy Dysan, 4 days in advanre. all of the edi1S are iEl fro::zl:,

5 $puthwcstcru Bell. The purposa of this S that you don't add lilly~ nothin. changes?
6 ek.clusion is simply to allow the LSC enough titne 6 M.R. DYSAR,T: No. This is Randy
7 tc,l staff up to meet tlI: demands of the CLECs 7 Dywt. Sou1:bw'esteI1l Bell. We~ f10t ta1lcing

8 based upon - based upon anything out of this II about fi=zing edits. absolutely not. You're
9 orclinary that the CLEC is.goin; 10 do. 5) right. OW" goal ii to move as manyediti up

10! If the CLI;:C all of II Sl.IddeD starts a JO into LASR ~ pO$$ible so that these 'things~
11 ~w marketing campaign and inereAges its volume ]1 - our errors an:: rejcert'd b~k. But fa.-
J2 dli!y 100 percent, it; take:; time to Ix:: able to 12 ccnain ordm'$ that an:n't MOO eligible that
13 pfovide enough tlSsourallS r.o do that. And what Jl fall out, the ISC still has to handle those
14 tilal does is adversely impact the pc:rfonnanee 14 mmually.
15 aieasureme:nt results. 1S MS. NELSON: Okay. Yaa know', 1
16 ! We i!IrC not asking that you give us 16 think Staff i5 probably cancerned with this
17 ~dmukcting because the wholesale 17 proposed chan~ as well. So I'm not so sure
18 organization.is there to sene~ CLEC. not 10 ) 8 tmIess somebody _ somethioe ro add m1I:Jms of
J9 ~arket TO our retail orsani2atioa. We are nat 19 Clllrifie!rioo that \1IIe retUly o:ed IIll that much
20 ailing you to provide it to our:retail 20 more immmatioD aD it. M&. LaValle?
21 oIgmization. We am aslciag for 1hc CU:CS to 21 MS. LavALl.E: IUlt because they
22 ~Jp the l.SC be able to provide tbe type of 22 ~ 50rt of compankm pieces,. ATKr bas to: same
21 ~ec~ wtmt us 10 provide by giving us a 23 very strOfti objection to what's in 1bc business
24 tMlads-up if your matcgy i.8 chaneiog so that we: 24 rul¢ for CL.ECs who choose to,~ call it,

I
2~ CIm properly meet tbat demand for those t.l1inp 2S ''batch 'their LSRs," thIIt thn would be included

.. i Page 66
1 thU mmually fall out.

I
2 i MIl. SlUNlV~ Well, Jet IlXI ask
:J ?1u this: Wbctbcr it falls out manually or not.
4 it;depends on how many edits you put our there
.5 or! the £.SR. Right? It's UDdm' your control how
6 My are ioing to fall out? 'Ibe mare edit$ you
7 p~ into LASR. the: less fall-outs )IOU will ha\IC.
A H,w would they know bow mlUlY are lOin&, 10 fall
9 otA?

10 i MS. OJLl.A.RD: This is Muia
11 D~ard. Certainly tIzt CLECS do have the
I:l jnfonnation on what types of servit:es IU'C MOO
13 eIqible. So ~-wouldalso know thm if they
14 are: sending a d:ifferent type of product or a

I

1S different option on a service. that~
I

16 types -- thE type of ae1ivity would be falling
11 out for mmual handl:ini-
18 : So in that instaDc:e. I mean, that is
J9 puhlisbcd infmmatiOi' 011 what types of prodocts
20 flo,W dJr'ouih.
21 f MR. SRINNA.SA: Welt, the first
22 pla;ce tb= objccti\IC b= is to maximiz~
:J3 nuinber ofedits in u., LASR.1Dd yOu're askin&
24~ to provide yoo the data 011 forecast, J
25 do.'t know how many months ahead" e-...ery day ar

IC.ENN'EDY REPORTING SBRVICE. INC.
('12~74-2233
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1 when tb:! timo SUtn1p is talam SO that basically
2 Southwes1c:m Bell would defemzi:De at what point
1 the stop watCh star1S.

4 I would brJe very strong objectiDl15 to
5 it in concqn and. Ilso~ by definition, it
6 uses wcrds liM "rapid lII.1CCCSsion,~
7 an'll1l~ will man. the process." All of
8 this i$ VCfy. very impn:cisc..likely 10 give
, rise 10 disput=l. And 11hiDk what OW'" response

10 to these iss'nes WOIlld be 1bat, tim of all, we
I] bil\lC a problem with how they use tb= word
J2 "batchin&-It
13 O\a~g is that batchiDg
14 doc.sJI't IDelllljust scndini orde:s quiclcly.
H~ teclmiell1ly m:ans aetua1.1y condensiDi
16 multiple files into 8 siDgle elcctnmic:
17 transaction. So cw:n thouIh rhe word choi<:es
Jg' arc DOt ptecisc and do not fit tre concept. So
J9 we can spead - we need to spend a lot of time
20 on this concept if tbr: Commission is at all
.21 tnlCiestcd in coin: down tlWi path. I wmt 10

22 just note our very, 'A:r)' Sft'OD, objcc;tioo 10 the
2] COl1ClCpL

2. MR.. KAOELE: Tim ~k. Time
25 Warner. W$ will echo the~ from ATAT.

Page 6S - Page 68
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MS. LaVALLE: Wen. this i!-

Pll:e 257
I proposed ]0.2, which W1I3 percentage of orders
2 1bat rc:c.eive ajeopardy notice. We spoke about
} tl,Us a little bit at the last discussion.
.. JUOOE N~LSON: lJid we finish the
S discussion?
6 MS. CHAMBERS: 1 don't think so,
7 bat·- and I - ] have not heard whether
8 Sbuthwestern Bell has even considered this 5ince
9 the last dl1lC - or since they've seen it

10 funo!:: NELSON: Well, I 1h:inlc:
11 they've given US - the padagc they gave us
12 iteluded all the things they \\'em wiUine to
13 atupt. So I'm assllIIling by the faetthat it',
14 not in that, that they have not agreed to
15 include--
16 MS. MALONE: that's ~
17 MS. LaVALLJ:;: Is tbcrD il

18 CX?IJnter-proposal?
III MS. MALONE: Cindy MaJODC fer
20 Southwestern Bell.
2.1' MS. LaVALLE: CiDdyy is thIml a
22 cC-unter-proposal?
23 MS. MALONE: No, not since ow-
24 filiDi
2j

Page 2~8

] there's also a compmionme~just SO we're
2 ta.Dcina about them~r> 11~ which ill the
3 tiIhe to return a jeopardy. I was hoping we at
4 least had an agreement in priDcipk: that you
5 ne;:d i:I measure 10 capmrc jeopardies - we need
fi a measure to capture jeopardies ewD before the
7 new issue ill mid-Jamwyw~ late rejects hll'VC
8 to:n>c afIeI- ~ominl back lIS jeopardies. I was
9 ho::lmg that would nOl be a. matter of substantial

10 dcOatA!! and we could get into the IlllgtlllJe', but
11 weI've not seen any criticism of our measure 
12 n.r:.hh1& l;,'lQocre1C (or us to COlUllCr-respood to.
13 JUDGE NSl:.SON: Mr. Dysart?
14 MR.. DVSART: This is Randy Dysart.
15 JUDGE NELSON; Do you dispule that
16 jeopardy needs 10 be measured?
J7 MR. DYSART; No. I tbiJIk we'le
1B wiHing to work on this. I tbinlc: a couple of
19 areas of ccmc:em here is it includes all
2lJ jeQ?ardies.. And 1 think what the intent -- as I
21 viewed the intent of wbat we wanu:d 10 try 10

22 c~ture bez-e is those jcopm-dics tbR usc to be
23 rejects at'ret FCC. There are still jcopllJ'dies
24 tha: we seDd. that are based on lack of
25 f':1litie&. They will always be~. 1l'Iey

KENNEDY ImPOR.TING SERVICE, INC.
(j12}474-2233

P.259
I always have bccD there.. And I don't gee that as
2 necessarily - OT that that should be
3 incorporated in this. If it's to measure those
4 rejects that ~pJe were oono:med about that we
5 used to reject after FOe, then I think we're
6 willing 10 discus! thiS. If it's in all
7 jeopardies, then I think that's the bigest
B point of conw:ntiou that we have.
9 MS. LaVALLE: And tb:re is -- this

10 is not a nowl issue OT a unique 10 Southwestern
11 Bell or otherwise lssuo. It's a standllJ'd
12 measure in this kind. of eoviromncnt that you
13 would reportjeo~dics. Our only unusual
14 aspect of it is that it also includes late
13 rejects, md far that reasotl, we proposed it be
16 reponed on a di5~lItcd basis 50 that 'iIr'e

17 weu.tdn't have any disaan:emcnt, when the
]8 jeopardy nwnber went~ whether it went up
19 beelllle ypu had a. bunch of lli1: rejects or
20 because "they had a wori( crew problem or what the
21 particular issue was. This ii, 1 think, a iap
22 in the st:rue:turc. Like I ~d,. we're boping
23 tMt'WOuldn't be a tbn:8holdi.$!AIC.

24 MR. KAGELE: 1lIis is Tim Kagele,
lS Time WlU"ner. Time Warner will support our

Page 260
1 C()l~ at ATolkT. We had also proposed two
2 similar jeopardy 1\'\f;4$UI'I:$. Time Wamcr's
J proposed Meuwcullmt lA~ wlUcll is percerltage of
4 orders given. jeopardy notic:e - and I will point
5 out that PacBeU hu aueed to this VC'IY measure
6 in California..
7 Time Wamer has also proposed.
8M~ 2A, per=n1agc of orders given.
9 jeopardy notica within 24 hours of the due

10 date. and it's a timeliness mcasum. Again, I
J] think that's in ali:nmmt with AT&T's remarks.
J2 and PacBell has agreed to make that measure in
13 California as \\'ell
14 MS.laVALLE; And Amcritech bas
1S been n:quired to do that in Michii~ iU ~ll.

I fi JUDGE NELSON: Mr. Dysart, 'We

17 don't - in TCll:u. \VC don't lib: to be behind
18 these other states.

19 (Laughter)
20 MIl. DYSART: Dces somebody have II

21 shovel 80 I can diJ a hole?
22 (Laughter)
23 MR. DYSART: I guess my biggest
24 issue with this one i!I a Jc;opaxdy - the
2S percentage of rime we return a jeopardy on Jack

Page 257 - Page 260
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1 of facilities, ~IJe doing it on lack of .
1 facilities based on misied due dateS. Now we're
3 Wlmtmg to initi* mothet mea&utemcIJt that
4 says I em 01'l1y have so maJlY jeop~_
j WeU--
6 JUDGE NELSON: Can you go back
7 and-
S MR. DYSART: Yeah. I would like
9 to.

JO JUDGE NELSON: -look at what's
J] be:ing dCne in Calilomi. and Mjchigau -
12 MR. DYSA1li': We will do that.
13 ':JT..JD(}6 NELSON: - and look at what
J4 you ClUJ do and make sure ~'s no overlap with
1S odler m(;aswes? ..-
16 MR.DYSART: Most definitely we'll
17 take a l@k at thi$.. .•
j8 'fUDGE NELSON: Okay. I thiDk
J9 we1ve r~ly iODe, £rom a time standpoint, as
10 fu as wi: elm go today. 1beJe's a couple of
21 thin&s Wi! need to di.5cus5 just in closin.e. ODe
22 is we ha:.oe some future dates for same of the
23 stS$iOl15i which I'll also announce tomorrow
204 because~ of them are OSL specific. And we
2S also ha~ SOJl1e e:.uremely luge homework

Page 262
j assi~.

~ O~y. 1b:: tim session that we ha~
3 sclteduled. which really doesn't rel81e to pw,
4 but - is ~ DSL workini :roUP meetiaa. which is
5 scheduled for tile 15th of May. And weill
6 anDO\lI1Ct!: that at the DSL sessioll tom.mrow as
7 ~ll. We're Dot scheduling any more DSL PM
8 sessions 1ntil we maJce an assessment at 1be end
9 of1omor;-ow as to whether or not 'they're needed.

JO The nexr session dealing with various
JJ issues will tab: place on 1une 15th_ That will
12 be completion of OSS measuIes, including where
13 we left oIftoday, beginflinc with 10.2, ] 1, 12,
14 and 13. And then billing wiU also be covered
1S on the 6th, tt'Unlcing and collocation.
16 On the 8th will be the rmlainiDg issues
J7 that we h~ve not so far WseUS8ed, which I have
18 down as wholesale suppon, which I think is -
19 rJDGE, SRJNIVASA.: LSC and L.OC'?
20 JCJooE NELSON: ActuaUy. 2]
21 through 2~. LNP and NXX. directory assi$tance
22 and oss. Q.11 and BFRs -- none of those are
23 really·· have very many numbers _. and LIDS.

24 JUSt 011('; .noment.
25 ('.arid PmuJc)

Page 261 - F'age 264
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1 ltJOGE NliLSON; Okay. And 'then tho
2 canyoo.oer session from yesterday on UNE and

3 UNE-P and resa1~ will be on 1unc 9th. And now
4 comes the hoJneW'CJrll: assignments.
, MR. KAGEL£: Jud~Nc~ could
6 you repeat the schedule en 6.9, p1ell5C?
7 1U1lGE NELSON: Sure. Itls a
8 carryover from yesterday; l1N1!.. UNE-P. and
9 resale. And it will be all ~- it's still a lot

10 or mezssures It's-
JJ JUDGE: S~ASA.: Well, resale
J2 specials and UNE combinations.
I3 ruooE NELSON: Riiht- Right.
14 MS. BOURlANOFF: Judge Nelson?
15 Tt1DGE NELSON: Yes.
16 MS. BOtJRlAN'O.FP: Can 1 ask a
17 question abou1 the schedule?
18 fUDGE NELSON; Yes.
19 Ms. OOUlUANOJIF: AT&T propoied a
20 ehanae of managc:mc:nt .Measw'e. WouJd you suUCSt
2) that be addressed on~ 6th or OD the 8th'}
22 It.1DGE NeLsoN: I guess it could be
23 addressed on !be 6th.
24 MS. BOlJIUANOFF: Okay.
25 TUDGE NELSON: And then me

Page 264
J remainder -lib there ate some general
~ overview J11C8SlUe8 milt will be diSCUS$led on the
l 8th as welJ, Because~ th£ we haven'r
4 oooe once will be - to the I'X1eJlt I bawli't
5 included it. it will be diSCllSsed on the 8th.
6 Now for these homework usigmnents. We
7 want all ofyou 'Nho iUe interested in
8 participating in futufc PM ~ioDs to work
9 off-line once a weDk betwc::cn now and the De1:t

J0 session, which is set for the 6th, to try to
11 come to AgiClOiDODI to the extent possible. At
]2 least if you can't come to~t on the PM!
13 themselves. at least come to us with an
14 agreement on what the factual sitmltion is.
I$ MR. DYSAR1"~ SoUtbwestcnJ Bell -
16 we're in roral Blieem:nt.
17 JlJOOS NELSON': Okay. So let's

lIS start with Dext week.
J9 MR. DYSART: Okay.
~ nmGEN~N; ADdI~

21 envisionin& this could happc:n by confcrcn(:C
22 call. Okay. What day next week - it would
Z3 seem like it would be better if you could do one
24 day a week the samc= day. but that may not be
25 possihle_ So I auess -let l

• plan ODe day next

KENNEDY REPOR.TlNG SERVICE, INC.
(512)414-2233
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CLEC Proposals 10.2

10.2 Percentage of Orden That Receive A Jeopardy Notice

Definition:

Percentage of total orders processed for which SWBT notifies the CLEC that the work will not be completed as
corrnnitted on the original FOC.

Exclusions:

Excludes due date corrnnitments that go into a jeopardy status due to CLEC or customer-caused delay (this exclusion
does not apply to deferred LSR edit jeopardies, defmed below, which are to be captured by this measure).

Business Rules:

Within each disaggregated category, SWBT will report the number of LSRs for which the due date confirmed on the
FOC fell within the reporting period (month). Of those LSRs that came due within the month, SWBT will report the
number and percentage for which it issued a jeopardy notifying the CLEC that the work would not be completed by the
due date confmned on the original FOC.

Metbod of Calculation:

(Number of Orders That Receive a Jeopardy Notice I Number of Orders With A Confmned Due Date Falling Within
the Reporting Month) x 100

Levels of Disaggregation

By interface, by order type (resale, UNE-P, DSL loops, other UNE), and by each of the following categories:

• Jeopardy notifications that result from CLEC LSR entry errors not detected by SWBT prior to issuance of FOC
("deferred LSR edit jeopardies")

• Jeopardy notifications that result from performance of facilities check after issuance of FOC ("facilities check
jeopardies")

• All other jeopardy notifications ("provisioning jeopardies")

Report Structure:

Reported by electronic interface, for individual CLEC, all CLECs, SWBT (where parity analog applies) and SWBT
Affiliates

Measurement Type:

Deferred LSR edit jeopardies - Tier I Mediumffier 2 High
Facilities check jeopardies - diagnostic
Provisioning jeopardies - Tier I HighlTier 2 High

Benchmark:
Deferred LSR edit jeopardies: < I%
Facilities check jeopardies: parity with SWBT retail and SWBT affiliates
Provisioning jeopardies: parity with SWBT retail and SWBT affiliates



NEW PM CLEC Proposals 11.2

11.2 Average Jeopardy Notice Interval

Defmition:

For CLEC orders that are subject to a jeopardy notice, the average length of time between SWBT's issuance of the
jeopardy notice and the due date and time that had been committed to the CLEC on the FOe.

Exclusions:

Excludes commitments jeopardized by CLEC or customer-caused delay.

Business Rule:

Measures the remaining time between the pre-existing committed order completion date and time
(communicated via the FOC) and the date and time SWBT issues a notice to the CLEC indicating that
an order is in jeopardy of missing the due date (or that the due date/time has been missed). This
measure is based on the total number ofjeopardies issued during the reporting month.

Levels of Disaggregation

By interface, by order type (resale, UNE-P, DSL loops, other UNE), and by each of the following categories:

• Jeopardy notifications that result from CLEC LSR entry errors not detected by SWBT prior to issuance of FOC
("deferred LSR edit jeopardies")

• Jeopardy notifications that result from performance of facilities check after issuance of FOC ("facilities check
jeopardies')

• All other jeopardy notifications ("provisioning jeopardies")

Calculation:

Sum ((Committed Due DateJTime for the Order) - (DateJTime of Jeopardy Notice)) I ~umber of Order Jeopardized)

Report Structure:

Reported by electronic interface, for individual CLEC, all CLECs, SWBT (where parity analog applies) and SWBT
Affiliates

Measurement Type: Diagnostic

Benchmark: TBD

MCIW concurs with AT&T's suggested changes
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CommentRelated AL

Calendar

Days

between
Letter &
Effective

Date

Effective or

Release
DateDate Issued

SWBTcited

Exception Regulatory

(yes/no) RqmtFunction

SWBT Description of

LetterLetter #-- --_.

"Updated Final Line Sharing, address

CLECSSOO-058
Requirements Exception validation and

Yes No 4/6/2000 5/27/2000 51 CLECSSOO-008
Request for May 27, 2000 process

Release" improvements

capability to version

releases, additional

"Initial Requirements
flow-through

capabilities,

CLECSSOO-057
Exception Accessible

enhancements to the Yes No 4/6/2000 7/22/2000 107 None
Letter for the EDI/LSR July

Due Date process,
22, 2000 Release"

Number Pooling,

additional edits and
LSOR improvements

"Th is Accessible

Letter provides
additional clarification
to the final

requirements for the

"Clarification to Final
Electronic Data

Requirements Exception
Interchange

"This letter is based upon the discussions held during the
(EDI)/Common Yes - In CLECSSOO-036 &

CLECSSOO-060 Request for EDIICORBA Yes 4/1712000 4/29/2000 12 xDSL Plan of Record (POR) Collaborative session March 28
Object Request earlier letters 046

Local Pre-Ordering
Broker/Architecture

and 29, 2000,"

Release 2.2"
(CORBA) Local Pre-
Ordering release

version 2.2,
scheduled for

implementation on
April 29, 2000"

"This letter supercedes all previous letters and combines the

"April 7th Walk-Through "This Accessible
additional flow-through requirements, CLEC Handbook

updates, LSOR and Job Aids for Line Sharing. (CLECSSOO-

CLECSSOO-061
Updates to the Final Letter provides

Yes Line Sharing 4/17/2000 5/27/2000 40 CLECSSOO-049 53 dated April 3, 2000 and CLECSSOO-056 dated April 5,
Requirements for the May clarification to the

2000). In addition, the End User's address on conversion
27, 2000 Release" Final Requirements"

(Activity "V") has also been incorporated into this letter.

(CLECSSOO-051 dated March 29, 2000) "
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CommentRelated AL

Calendar
Days

between
Letter &
Effective

Date

Effective or
Release

DateDate Issued

SWBTcited
Regulatory

Rqmt

Exception

(yes/no)Function
SWBT Description of

LetterLetter #-----

"Updated Initial
Not explicitly "Updates to the Initial Requirements were due to changes

Requirements Exception
Refers to resulting from SBC's Enhanced xDSL OSS Plan of Record

CLECSSOO-064
Request for DataGate July

Yes xDSL POR 4/19/2000 7/22/2000 filed with the FCC April 3, 2000. This proposed release is
22nd, 2000 Local Pre-

filed with categorized as an Exception per the Change Management
Ordering Release Version

FCC Process.
11.0.x"

"This release corrects requests for Customer Service Record

"Verigate Emergency
emergency release (CSR) summaries after requesting a CSR that fails with the

CLECSSOO-069 for Verigate with 5/8/2000 5/7/2000 message "Account out of SWBT". In addition, added field
Release 6.6.1"

Version 6.6.1 data information in the F1-F9 Plant Type Information Section
of the Detail Loop Qualification Report has been corrected. "

"Initial Requirements Not explicitly
"These Initial Requirements were not released according to

Exception Request for July Refers to
the Category 1 limeline in order to incorporate the remaining

CLECSSOO-070 22nd EDI/CORBA Local "Initial Requirements" Yes xDSL POR 5/9/2000 7/22/2000 CLECSSOO-007
enhancements resulting from SBC's Enhanced xDSL OSS

Pre-Ordering Release filed with
Plan of Record filed with the FCC April 3, 2000" Includes loop

230" FCC
qual, "other LSPOR enhancements" and "mandatory SSL3
for CSI" and "versioning support"

"correct the calculations received from the Loop Qualification
"special emergency database for determining the Qualification Status Field on the

"DataGate, Verigate and
DataGate, Verigate Detail Loop Qualification Report. The Qualification Status
and EDIICORBA field displays the responses of Green, Yellow and Red. Upon

CLECSSO-071 EDI/CORBA May 16, 2000
release on May 16,

5/9/2000 5/16/2000
subsequent investigation and internal testing of the April 29,

Special Release"
2000 at 12:01 a.m. 2000 release, Southwestern Bell has determined that in some
COT' instances the appropriate color was not returned when a loop

qualification was performed"

"Clarification to the Final

CLECSSOO-072
Requirements for the May

Clarification 5/11/2000 5/27/2000 CLECSSOO-061
"clarification, based on CLEC input" - Related to Line Sharing

27, 2000 EDI/LSR loop qualification

Ordering Release"

"EDI/LSR Ordering
"Due to the work on the mandated release for Line Sharing

"Release Refers to many of the enhancements originally planned for the July

CLECSSOO-073
Exception Ordering

Announcement for Yes mandated 5/11/2000 9/23/2000 release have been delayed. Southwestem Bell is proposing
Release Announcement
for September 23, 2000"

EDI/LSR Ordering" line sharing to deliver these enhancements in this September release.
Includes flow-through & additional edits"

Page 2 of 3



Letter #
SWBT Description of

Letter Function
Exception

(yes/no)

SWBTcited
Regulatory

Rqmt Date Issued

Effective or
Release

Date

Calendar

Days
between
Letter &
Effective

Date Related AL Comment

"Final Requirements
"Work on the mandated release for Line Sharing delayed the

"Final Requirements for the planned LSR
Not explicitly release of these requirements and necessitated the need to

CLECSSOO-074
Exception Accessible (Local Service

Yes Refers to 5/15/2000 7/22/2000 seek an exception in order to meet the proposed
Letter for the EDI/LSR July Request) Release
22, 2000 Release" scheduled for July 22,

Line Sharing implementation date. Includes LSR Versioning, Additional

2000"
flow-through, & Number Pooling"

"emergency release
for Verigate with
Version 6.6.2 was "Prior to the implementation of this emergency release,
applied on Sunday addresses in Nevada were not displayed on the screen,

"Verigate Emergency May 14, 2000 at though physically retained in the database, during the Manual

CLECSSOO-076 Release 6.6.2" 12:01 a.m. (CT)" No 5/16/2000 5/14/2000 Loop Qualification request process"

"This letter is to clarify
Accessible Letter
CLECSSOO-071
dated May 9, 2000
advising of a special

"SOUTHWESTERN BELL emergency

- Clarification to the DataGate, Verigate "With the implementation of the May 16,2000 release,
DataGate, Verigate and and EDI/CORBA responses will correctly reflect the color associated with the
EDI/CORBA May 16, 2000 release on May 16, existing 26 Gauge Equivalent Loop Length. This update will

CLECSSOO-077 Special Release" 2000" 5/16/2000 5/16/2000 CLECSSOO-071 not require a download. "
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AT&T ISSUES CONCERNING SWBT TEST ENVIRONMENT

The following concerns are based on the views of AT&T and its EDI gateway vendor,
GElS, which assists in the conducting of joint carrier testing in advance of EDI release
implementation. AT&T's most recent experience using the SWBT test environment was
in connection with the May 27, 2000 EDI Release, which concluded the week of May 8,
2000.

1. SWBT's test environment does not adequately mirror production environment,
thus limiting the ability to predict through pre-release testing the impact on live
commercial order activity once a release is implemented.

2. SWBT does not maintain a standing set of test accounts against which testing
activity can be conducted. Accounts that were available in a previous testing
exercise are not assured of continued availability or stability (e.g. change in status
can impact completion of planned order activity), thus interfering with the ability
to perform regression testing. In addition, SWBT documentation does not suggest
that SWBT adheres to a "test deck" quality assurance approach whereby a
standard set of test cases are executed in the test environment in advance of the
joint carrier testing.

3. Test environment has no "refresh" capability to permit any form of provisioning!
database updating that could then be reversed at the conclusion of testing.

4 CLECs are required to request test accounts and provide in advance the scenarios
that are planned to be covered in testing. SWBT documentation provides that the
CLEC is responsible 14 days prior to release testing to "specify release test cases
and provide a complete data package containing account information and
functionality to be release tested." Pacific Bell, Nevada Bell, Southwestern Bell
and CLEC Joint Release Test Plan Template, p. 5 (Task 4).

5. SWBT has acknowledged that the test environment does not permit taking the
order all the way through to posting. (Attachments A and B; see also Accessible
Letter No. CLECOO-43, Minutes for 2/8/00 Change Management Meeting.). As
was demonstrated through SWBT's testing and implementation of the January
2000 release, its inability to follow the order through to posting in the test
environment resulted in a failure to detect problems that then negatively impacted
processing of production orders following release implementation. Accessible
Letter No. CLECOO-43, Minutes for 2/8/00 Change Management Meeting.
Further, the impact of a new release on SWBT database updating cannot be
adequately evaluated in the test environment.

6. Test environment does not permit analysis of what will occur on orders that are
"in the pipeline" when release implementation occurs. Accessible Letter No.
CLECOO-43, Minutes for 2/8/00 Change Management Meeting.
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7. Thorough testing cannot be accomplished until SWBT implements the release in
the production environment. (Attachment A). This presents unreasonable risks,
particularly for CLECs in live production. Despite this limitation in the test
environment, SWBT does not support post-implementation testing in the
production environment. AT&T's specific request for test accounts to be
established in the production environment for limited post-implementation testing
was refused. (Attachment B). SWBT has advised AT&T that it will not support
any joint testing exercise other than in the test environment.

8. SWBT has no effective procedure to ensure that steps taken to implement changes
in the test environment in connection with a new release are duplicated in the
production environment. For example, updating of tables in test environment was
not replicated at time of SWBT's implementation of the January 2000 release,
thus creating problems in production that were not seen in the test environment.
Accessible Letter No. CLECOO-43, Minutes for 2/8/00 Change Management
Meeting.

9 SWBT's test environment does not offer true timing. CLECs cannot determine
the impact ofa new release on response intervals or flow through at SWBT's end
because of manual steps built into the test environment, combined with increased
possibility that orders will fall out to manual handling.

10. The test environment relies heavily on manual file transfer and monitoring. For
example, CLECs are required to contact SWBT to signal that test orders have
been sent. SWBT then physically retrieves the file(s) which are then manually
introduced into the EDI mapping processor which translates the data into a file
format that LASR can read. Once translated, the file is once again manually
transferred to the next stage - LASR. Based on calls conducted during testing,
AT&T is aware that monitoring oftest cases occurs within the LSC. Separate
SWBT representatives responsible for observing/transferring the file at various
stages (e.g. EDI, LASR, LSC) all participate on testing calls and report on the
handling of the test case(s) in various stages of processing. Similarly, SWBT
outbound transactions sent during testing do not replicate production processes.
For example, SWBT's LASR representative ordinarily contacts AT&T and asks
whether AT&T would like to receive a SOC on a particular test case. Even
though the SOC is transmitted electronically, the process for generating and
triggering the return of the SOC appears to be manually driven, operating
independently of the due date. Thus, AT&T's experience with how SOC return is
actually handled during testing is at odds with SWBT's documentation which
states that "[0]nce the due date is realized, the order is automatically completed
and receives a SOc. ..." Pacific Bell, Nevada Bell, Southwestern Bell and CLEC
Joint Release Test Plan Template, p. 18. [By way of contrast, the Bell Atlantic
test environment automatically generates two completion notices: the service
order completion and the posting completion notices.]
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11. In the test environment, the possibility that a MOG-able order will be processed
manually are increased, thus limiting the ability to test mechanization at SWBT's
end. In the process ofjoint carrier testing conducting in early May 2000, SWBT
advised AT&T that certain test cases had fallen out to manual processing - even
though they should have mechanically generated internal service orders - because
SWBT personnel were manually updating tables at the time the test cases were
being transmitted. IfLASR attempts to validate data on the LSR against tables
that are in the process of being updated, the LSR falls out to manual handling. A
CLEC sending test cases has no ability to determine that tables are "tied up" due
to update activity. The explanation that SWBT has provided for excessive fall out
during testing also raises serious concerns regarding the stability of the test
environment. Mid-testing table updating, for example, introduces the risk that
earlier results would not be duplicated if the same test case executions were
repeated later in the testing timeline.

12. LSC representatives involved in testing are not adequately trained regarding new
release requirements. For example, in the most recent limited testing of the May
27th release requirements, AT&T received a reject with an error notification code
indicating a problem with the service address - even though documentation of the
release represented that the service address need not be sent on a UNE-P
conversion order and that any service address data included on the LSR would not
be edited. (Erroneous rejects were received on other test cases as well.) The
explanation provided was that the order had fallen out to manual handling and the
LSC service representative had not been trained sufficiently concerning the
change in requirements being introduced with the pending release. As a result,
the representative mistakenly "screened" the order for service address errors,
resulting in an inappropriate error notification. Unfortunately, this particular
concern carries over into the production environment where LSC representatives'
familiarity with methods and procedures concerning new release requirements is
inconsistent.

13. A CLEC has no view of the processing of test cases at SWBT's end. Order
Status, the toolbar application available to monitor status for production orders, is
not available for test cases. Similarly, SWBT produces no BU340 file for test
case, thus making it impossible to review SORD activity/record updating
associated with the test cases.

14. SWBT does not perform adequate internal testing prior to commencing joint
carrier testing. Despite discussion of testing issues at Change Management
meetings, SWBT recently indicated that the press of other projects would not
permit a near term revamping of its testing process. (Accessible Letter No.
CLECOO-093, Minutes for 4/5/00 Change Management Meeting, p. 3) ("SBC
indicated that it would review its internal testing process. SBC stated that it is not
in a position with all the other projects committed for this year to totally revamp
the test system at this time. ").
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Although SWBT represented that enhancements were to be introduced into the
test environment last fall, AT&T has not observed improvements that are responsive to
its stated areas of concern. Based on communications between AT&T and SWBT, it
appears that the change SWBT effected last fall was the physical separation of its
production and test environments. See Accessible Letter CLECSS99-150, dated 11/5/99.
This change did not address issues raised by AT&T and other CLECs regarding the fact
that SWBT's test environment does not adequately mirror its production environment.

SWBT represents that the flow of orders into and out of testing environments is
"managed for purposes of facilitating validation steps and troubleshooting." Pacific Bell,
Nevada Bell, Southwestern Bell and CLEe Joint Release Test Plan Template, p. II
(8/18/99). This explanation understates the differences between SWBT's test and
production environments and contradicts other statements that the testing environment is
intended to "mirror the corresponding production environments." Id. Moreover, the
stated justification for "breaks" in the processing is wholly inadequate to support the
critical, functional differences between the two environments. The inadequacy of the
current SWBT test environment severely limits the ability of pre-release testing to predict
accurately how a release will impact live order activity.

Attachment A - SWBT (Bob Bannecker) E-mail to AT&T (Walt Willard), dated 5/9/00.
Attachment B - SWBT (Bob Bannecker) E-mail to AT&T (Julie Chambers), dated 4/24/00.

Page 4



ATTACHMENT A

Original Message-----
From: BANNECKER, BOB G (SWBT) [mailto:rb5422@txmail.sbc.com]
<mailto:[mailto:rb5422@txmail.sbc.com»
Sent: Tuesday, May 09, 2000 1:11 PM
To: Willard, Walter W (Walt), NCAM
Cc: Chambers, Julie S, CMRGN; Deyoung, Sarah, NCAM; Hall, Lori L, CMRGN;

O'SULLIVAN, PAUL (PTSS)
Subject: RE: CLECSSOO-051 - Address Validation

Walt:
I thought I responded to your e-mail but in checking I can't find that I did
so I apologize for that. Although these types of issues need to be worked
back through Change Management I have responded below to your questions.
Thanks,
Robert Bannecker

Account Manager - Industry Markets
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company
311 So. Akard, Rm.630.08
Dallas, TX 75202
214-464-1053 - Office
214-858-0281 - Fax
888-961-8352 - Pager
rb5422@txmail.sbc.com <mailto:rb5422@txmail.sbc.com> - E-Mail

-----Original Message-----
From: Willard, Walter W (Walt), NCAM [mailto:wwillard@ems.att.con'l)
<mailto: [mailto:wwillard@ems.att.com]>
Sent: Wednesday, April 12, 2000 4:26 PM
To: BANNECKER, BOB G (SWST)
Cc: Chambers, Julie S, NLSSS; Deyoung, Sarah, NCAM; Hall, Lori L, NLSSS;

O'SULLIVAN, PAUL (PTSS)
Subject: RE: CLECSSOo-051 - Address Validation

Bob,
AT&T supports the concept of removing the service address requirement for
UNE conversion activity, but has some reservations based on the requirements
as published in SWBT's Accessible Letters CLECSSOO-008,CLECSSOO-040,
CLECSSOO-051 and CLECSSOO-058. First, AT&T is concerned that SWST's
published requirements do not provide an option whereby a service address,
if submitted, would be checked against the submitted telephone number in
order to detect a potential customer mismatch. The method used by Pacific
Bell, whereby the service address that a CLEC submits is not used to process
the service request, but is partially validated against the TN, provides a
protection against unintentional slamming that is not provided in SWBT's
proposed requirements. Is SWBT willing to consider adding the Pacific Bell
partial validation process?
RESPONSE: Requests from CLECs have been not to require the address on
conversion orders.
SWBT has responded to those requests with the 5-27-00 release which no
longer requires the address to be populated on conversion orders. There
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will be no validation on these types of orders.
SWBT will only validate the end user address on orders with a LNA of N. In
order to validate, via the Pacific Bell validation process, population of
the end user address would be required and that is not something the CLECs
have said they want to do.
Second, we need to understand what process SWBT will follow when its
downstream systems discover that the address retrieved internally from the
CSR and the address as it exists in PREMIS do not match. How often does
SWBT expect this will occur? What will be the impact on provisioning and
billing? Will the CLEC be aware of the problem?
RESPONSE: There is no historical data on this but we anticipate these
situations to be rare. If it does occur SWBT will reconcile the correct
address with any database which may contain incorrect data. If this
situation should occur the impact (if any) on provisioning and billing will
be minor.
Third, we need to ensure that there is an adequate opportunity for testing
of this release to determine whether it is functioning properly. In
connection with the joint testing of this release, can SWBT take the test
orders all the way through to posting?
RESPONSE: The test environment does not allow taking an order all the way
through to posting. This issue has been discussed in Change Management.
Short of that, as we have previously discussed, thorough testing cannot be
accomplished until SWBT implements this release in the production
environment. In addition, because of the lack of standard lead time between
the announcement of the release and its introduction, AT&T will have to
conduct simulation testing because it will not have yet done the internal
development work necessary to implement the release end-to-end.
In light of our concern that the elimination of the service address
requirement not be delayed any further, AT&T withdraws its objection to the
change, but requests that the issues raised in this e-mail be addressed
exped itiously.
Thanks,
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ATTACHMENT B

Original Message-----
From: BANNECKER, BOB G (SWBT) [mailto:rb5422@txmail.sbc.com)
Sent: Monday, April 24, 2000 3:36 PM
To: Chambers, Julie S, NlSSS
Subject: RE: production lines for testing

Julie,
SWBT has reviewed your request and after consideration has determined that
our Wholesale organization cannot support our involvement in setting up,
installing and administrating residential test lines into AT&T's office
complex for AT&T to do production testing. Any account set ups that SWBT
Wholesale would be involved in would have to be in our test environment.
Should AT&T feel the need to install lines for production testing they will
need to handle that directly with the SWBT Retail organization.
Please call should you have any questions.

Thanks,
Robert Bannecker

Account Manager - Industry Markets
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company
311 So. Akard, Rm. 630.08
Dallas, TX 75202
214-464-1053 - Office
214-858-0281 - Fax
888-961-8352 - Pager
rb5422@txmail.sbc.com - E-Mail

-----Original Message-----
From: Chambers, Julie S, NlSSS [mailto:jschambers@att.com]
Sent: Sunday, April 16, 2000 10:03 PM
To: BANNECKER, BOB G (SWBT)
Subject: RE: production lines for testing

Bob,
Because it's residential class of service along with the need to set up
along with "pseUdo" database information - we would require SWBT to set up
these accounts and assist in installing the lines. I would anticipate a
coordinated effort.
Julie

-----Original Message-----
From: BANNECKER, BOB G (SWBT) rmailto:rb5422@txmail.sbc.coml
Sent: Friday, April 14, 200012:53 PM
To: Chambers, Julie S, NlSSS
Subject: RE: production lines for testing

Julie,
Just for clarification are you asking SWBT to set up these accounts have
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these lines installed?

Thanks,
Robert Bannecker

Account Manager - Industry Markets
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company
311 So. Akard, Rm. 630.08
Dallas, TX 75202
214-464-1053 - Office
214-858-0281 - Fax
888-961-8352 - Pager
rb5422@txmail.sbc.com - E-Mail

-----Original Message-----
From: Chambers, Julie S, NLSSS [mailto:jschambers@att.com]
Sent: Thursday, April 13, 2000 10:46 PM
To: BANNECKER, BOB G (SWBT)
Cc: Hall, Lori L, NLSSS; lr1and, Jeffrey C (Jeff), NLSSS; Kettell, David
P,NLSSS
Subject: RE: production lines for testing

Bob,
I think we may be talking past each other. ..and the term "production
testing" might be the cause. I understand that SWBT's current testing
environment is not in the production system and therefore joint testing does
not test an end to end process. SWBT has stated that back-end testing is
performed prior to joint testing, but again, that is in SWBT's testing .
environment.
Therefore, what we would like is the following:

Approximately 30+/- lines installed at a specific location (perhaps 5501 LBJ
freeway)-- and set up within SWBT's systems to mirror a residential SWBT
customer (pre-order information...which may have to be "modified" to support
a residential type address...customer name...etc) Set up in SWBT's normal
production systems. I would assume that other than the actual customer
specific data, these orders would appear as any other normal production LSR
received from AT&T.

AT&T will place "test" orders on our side (in that these lines are not true
end user customers) directly into SWBT's production system. I recognize
that this would be after the release date -- but, we often refer to this
testing as "smoke" orders in that it tests the system prior to
representatives on-line experiencing difficulties with customers actually on
the phone -- the morning after a release.

The benefits are that we are able to isolate potential issues on a much more
timely basis. Some of the "smoke" orders will occur after an AT&T intemal
release and therefore, will not be testing SWBT's processes...but our own.
Additionally, there is significant value in running a few scenarios to test
new functionality (previously tested in Joint Testing) prior to the release,
to efficiently and expeditiously highlight any potential problems.
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I hope this helps to clarify the request.
Perhaps a discussion with SWBT and AT&T SMEs would enable us to work out the
details of making this happen.

Please let me know.

Thanks,
Julie

-----Original Message-----
From: BANNECKER, BOB G (SWBT) lmailto:rb5422@txmail.sbc.com]
Sent: Thursday, April 13, 20002:34 PM
To: Chambers, Julie S, NLSSS
Cc: Hall, Lori L, NLSSS; Inand, Jeffrey C (Jeff), NLSSS
Subject: RE: production lines for testing

Julie,
There is currently no means to allow for "production testing" prior to the
actual release date and as such any "production testing" AT&T would do would
have to wait until after the release date. As you know this has been an
item of discussion during recent Change Management meetings.

As far as Account Team support in reference to any movement of POTS type
service used by AT&T for production testing purposes, from UNE-P to SWBT
retail we would be willing to offer some support in that area.

Thanks,
Robert Bannecker

Account Manager - Industry Markets
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company
311 So. Akard, Rm.630.08
Dallas, TX 75202
214-464-1053 - Office
214-858-0281 - Fax
888-961-8352 - Pager
rb5422@txmail.sbc.com - E-Mail

-----Original Message--
From: Chambers, Julie S, NLSSS lmailto:jschambers@att.comj
Sent: Friday, April 07, 2000 9:49 AM
To: BANNECKER, BOB G (SWBT)
Cc: Hall, Lori L, NLSSS; lriand, Jeffrey C (Jeff), NLSSS
Subject: production lines for testing

Bob,

AT&T is very interested in having the cability to perform a few tests in its
production platform with each internal release as well as SWBT release. As
was discussed in Change Management on Wednesay, given that the SWBT-CLEC
testing does not test and end to end process, we would be interested in
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having the ability to perfonn a few tests in the live production environment
prior to opening up full production after a release. Additionally,
internally, we do our own testing, but again, would like the ability to
perfonn tests on production lines in order to quickly isolate any issues
potentially not captured during internal testing. This is in no way intended
to replace the test efforts which take place prior to the release. In fact,
I do not anticipate "coordinated" testing with these production lines. Once
available and installed, AT&T would manage the test efforts on the
production lines. Perhaps there could be some maintenance to work through
(e.g., if we needed the lines switched back to SWBT retail -- we would need
support from the account team to work through that process). And to the
extent we identified issues on SWBT's side, we would alert you as soon as
possible.
Thank you for your support in this request.

Julie Chambers

-----Original Message-----
From: BANNECKER, BOB G (SWBT) [mailto:rb5422@txmail.sbc.comJ
Sent: Thursday, April 06, 20009:07 AM
To: Chambers, Julie S, NLSSS
Subject: 5-27 release testing.
Importance: High

Julie,
I need clarification on your request to install some 30 lines into the AT&T
bUilding for production testing on the
5-27 release. Is AT&T still planning on testing prior to the release in the
test environment with test accounts? If so what is the intent on the 30
line request? I understood the 30 lines were going to be used to test in
production. Are you asking SwaT to test with AT&T both in the test
environment prior to the test and then test again with AT&T after the
release in the production environment? Please clarify what AT&TIs
intentions are.

Thanks,
Robert Bannecker

Account Manager - Industry Markets
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company
311 So. Akard.. Rm. 630.08
Dallas, TX 75202
214-464-1053 - Office
214-858-0281 - Fax
888-961-8352 - Pager
rb5422@txmail.sbc.com - E-Mail
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